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DETAILED ACTION 

Specification 

1 . Applicant is reminded of the proper content of an abstract of the disclosure. 

A patent abstract is a concise statement of the technical disclosure of the patent 
and should include that which is new in the art to which the invention pertains. 

Extensive mechanical and design details of apparatus should not be given. 

Applicant should consider rephrasing and shortening the abstract, to better 
conform to the accepted abstracting procedure as described above. The current 
abstract is too long. 

Drawings 

2. The drawings are objected to because they are messy and have stray markings 
on each page. Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d) are 
required in reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any 
amended replacement drawing sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the 
immediate prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is being amended. The 
figure or figure number of an amended drawing should not be labeled as "amended." If 
a drawing figure is to be canceled, the appropriate figure must be removed from the 
replacement sheet, and where necessary, the remaining figures must be renumbered 
and appropriate changes made to the brief description of the several views of the 
drawings for consistency. Additional replacement sheets may be necessary to show the 
renumbering of the remaining figures. Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing date 
of an application must be labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or 
"New Sheet" pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121 (d). If the changes are not accepted by the 
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examiner, the applicant will be notified and informed of any required corrective action in 
the next Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. All the claims are generally narrative and indefinite, failing to conform with current 
U.S. practice. They appear to be a literal translation into English from a foreign 
document and are replete with grammatical and idiomatic errors. 

3. Claims 1-14 recites the limitation "the blade" in multiple locations. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in all of the claims. Two blades are set 
forth in claim 1 , from which all others depend, making reference to "the blade" 
unacceptable. 

Further problems with antecedent basis follow: 

Claim 3: "the moving speeds" line 3, where previously only "a ... moving speed" 
was set forth. 

Claim 6: "the ON-state" lacks antecedent basis. 

Claim 8: "the driving of the blade" in lines 2-4 lacks antecedent basis. 

Claim 9: "the driving of the blade" lacks antecedent basis. 

Claim 10: "the driving of the blade" lacks antecedent basis. 

Claim 12: "the ON-state" in lines 5 and 7 lacks antecedent basis. 
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Claim 14:"the integration time" lacks antecedent basis. 

4. Regarding claim 1 , the phrase "such as" renders the claim indefinite because it is 
unclear whether the limitations following the phrase are part of the claimed invention. 
See MPEP§ 2173.05(d). 

5. Claim 3 specifies that a maximum speed is 60, but also a speed must be greater 
than 20. It is unclear from the wording whether the applicant intends to claim the range 
20-60 meters per minute, all speeds under 60 including 20, one speed that must be 
greater than 20 and may be greater than 60 and one speed that must be less than 60 
and may be less than 20, or some other range that Examiner cannot discern. The 
wording of this claim is so confusing and imprecise as to make the scope of the claim 
unascertainable. 

6. Claim 5 recites, "the blade is driven in a combined order of the multiple drive 
modes". This does not make sense. The scope of the limitation "in a combined order" is 
unascertainable. This claim is indefinite. 

7. Claim 8 recites "upon lapse... after suspension... while the electric razor is 
operated in the cleaning drive mode". It is unclear whether the blade is moving or is 
suspended at any given point, as recited in the claim. This claim is indefinite. 

8. Claim 11 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
incomplete for omitting essential structural cooperative relationships of elements, such 
omission amounting to a gap between the necessary structural connections. See 
MPEP § 2172.01. The omitted structural cooperative relationships are: There is recited 
a third duration that the blade is driven for, and a corresponding suspension afterward. 
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There is not any indication of how or when the third duration begins. Previously 
applicant sets forth a first duration of driving, a second duration BEING A PAUSE IN 
ACTIVATION, and the reactivation of the blade. It is unclear whether this reactivation is 
the start of the third duration, or exactly how the third duration should be interpreted. 
This claim is not understandable in relation to the elements previously claimed. 

9. Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph because the 
meaning of the claim is unascertainable. It is replete with grammatical errors that render 
a proper understanding of the claim impossible to ascertain. For example, "if it is judged 
that the ON-state time of the switch has not reached the predetermined time, and in 
response to turning off of the switch." makes no sense alone or in the full context of the 
claim. The claim is objected to as being so incomprehensible as to preclude a 
reasonable search of the prior art by the examiner. Applicant is required to submit an 
amendment which clarifies the claim so that the examiner may make a proper 
comparison of the invention with the prior art. 

Applicant should be careful not to introduce any new matter into the claim (i.e., 
matter which is not supported by the disclosure as originally filed). 

10. Regarding claim 14, the meaning of the claim is unascertainable. It is replete with 
grammatical errors that render a proper understanding of the claim impossible to 
ascertain. For example, "indicating means for integrating a time" makes no sense alone 
or in the full context of the claim. The claim is objected to as being so incomprehensible 
as to preclude a reasonable search of the prior art by the examiner. Applicant is 
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required to submit an amendment which clarifies the claim so that the examiner may 
make a proper comparison of the invention with the prior art. 

Applicant should be careful not to introduce any new matter into the claim (i.e., 
matter which is not supported by the disclosure as originally filed). 

Claim Objections 

1 1 . The claims contain further grammatical errors and errors in phrasing which 
render the claims confusing and inadequate. These include: 

Claim 1: the recitation of "from a corresponding one" is confusing and should be 
rephrased. 

Claim 2: "than the corresponding one" is confusing and should be rephrased. 
Claim 3: 20m or higher per minute should read 20m per minute or higher. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

12. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

13. Claims 1, 2, 4, 6-11 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Van Der Borst et al. (USPN 5,671 ,535). 

14. Regarding claim 1 , Van Der Borst et al. discloses a shaving apparatus (figure 1 ) 
having moving inner blades and stationary outer blades that cooperate to nip whisker 
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hairs from faces. The Electric razor as disclosed has three settings, 'P\ 'M\ and 'C\ 
each of which has a different blade movement speed function. See column 14 lines 20- 
50. The movement speed may also be referred to as 'the number of revolutions per unit 
time\ or 'driving frequency'. Mode P may be called a 'normal mode' and mode C may 
be called a cleaning mode, since the device is capable of being cleaned in mode C. 

1 5. Regarding claim 2, Van Der Borst et al. discloses that the cutting frequency 
(motor speed, revolutions per unit time) is smaller in the cutting mode C than in normal 
mode P. See column 14 lines 30-40. 

16. Regarding claim 5, Van Der Borst et al. discloses that there are multiple drive 
modes that are the cleaning mode. Both mode M and mode C are cleaning modes, and 
both are differentiated from the normal mode in the number of revolutions and driving 
frequency. Both M and C are driven with different functions (that is, different controllers) 
so their motor speeds and driving frequencies are different than the corresponding ones 
of the normal mode (mode P). 

17. Regarding claim 6, Van Der Borst et al. discloses that the razor is operated in 
response to the turning on of a switch (61 figure 1 ) and that the mode of the razor is 
capable of being switched from the P mode to the cleaning mode (C or M) after a 
predetermined time. This is accomplished by a user waiting a predetermined time in the 
"ON-state" and then using 207 figure 1 to change into cleaning mode. The switch 61 
stays in the on-position while the razor goes into a cleaning mode after a predetermined 
time. 
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18. Regarding claim 7, Van Der Borst et al. discloses that the moving blade (the 
inner driven blade) may be suspended (stopped) after the blade is driven in the cleaning 
drive mode for a predetermined time. A user may simply drive the blade in the cleaning 
drive mode C for a predetermined time (say 5 minutes) and then use switch 61 to 
'suspend' the blade. 

19. Regarding claim 8, Van Der Borst et al. discloses that the user may first select 
the cleaning mode C for operation of the razor, and then drive the blade for a first 
duration, say 1 minute, suspend the motion of the blade by utilizing the switch 61, allow 
a second duration to pass (with the blade suspended), say 10 hours, and then resume 
the motion of the blade, again by toggling the switch 61 . 

20. Regarding claim 9, Van Der Borst et al. discloses that the second activation of 
the blade may be differentiated from the first activation of the blade by (during the 
second duration, during which the blade is motionless) moving the selector from C to 
the alternate cleaning mode M, where the speed and frequency of the blade will differ 
from the original mode. 

21 . Regarding claim 10, Van Der Borst et al. discloses that the second cleaning 
mode consists of having the blade driven with fewer revolutions. If the user had the first 
driven time be 5 hours, and the second activation be 1 hour in the same mode there 
would be fewer revolutions. Similarly, but alternatively, the user may have the first 
cleaning mode be M, and after the second duration (the pause in activation of the 
moving blade) re-activate the razor in C mode, which will drive at a smaller frequency 
and have a lower number of rotations per unit time. 
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22. Regarding claim 1 1 , Van Der Borst et al. discloses that after the blade is driven in 
cleaning mode for a third (or fourth or any subsequent number of durations) it may be 
suspended. Again, this is accomplished by toggling the switch 61. 

23. Regarding claim 13, Van Der Borst et al. discloses that there are notifying means 
for notifying a user that the electric razor is operated in the cleaning drive mode. The 
notifying means are the letters M and C seen in figure 2. The letters in conjunction with 
207 notify the user of the cleaning drive mode the razor is set to. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



24. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

25. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 
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4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

26. Claims 3, 5 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Van Der Borst et al. 

27. Regarding claim 3, Van Der Borst et al. discloses every aspect of the invention 
except the limitation that the speed of the blade is between 20 and 60 meters per 
minute. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to select a range of appropriate speeds for the blades to operate 
within, since it has been held that discovering an optimum value of a result effective 
variable involves only routine skill in the art. In re boesch, 617 F.2d 272, 205 USPQ 215 
(CCPA 1980). The motivation to find an appropriate blade speed is that blade speed 
affects comfort and efficiency (see Dekker). This limitation lacks criticality and 
unexpected results. 

28. Regarding claim 5, Van Der Borst et al. does not disclose that the speed of the 
cleaning mode is less than the speed of the normal mode, as recited. Van Der Borst et 
al. teaches multiple modes, some being driven faster than others; see column 14. It 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to select a range of appropriate speeds for the blades to operate within, 
since it has been held that discovering an optimum value of a result effective variable 
involves only routine skill in the art. In re boesch, 617 F.2d 272, 205 USPQ 215 (CCPA 
1980). Furthermore there is a lack of criticality and unexpected results to this limitation, 
since applicant has not provided any evidence that this is necessary, and indeed, states 
that a fast blade is specifically undesirable for a cleaning mode. 
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29. Regarding claim 14, while the claim is incomprehensible, it is vaguely understood 
by the examiner that there should be an integrator control circuit provided to interact 
with and control certain aspects of the razors operation. Van Der Borst et al. discloses 
that there are indicating means (a differentiator, which indicated to the motor when 
certain time events have occurred), that are operable during all drive modes including 
normal (P is normal), said means being capable of prompting the user to clean the 
blade if certain time events occur. If the operation or the razor is altered by given time 
events, (see column 8 lines 60+) this would be detected by a user and would prompt 
said user to take action, including cleaning the razor. 

While Van Der Borst et al. does not disclose an integrator, Van Der Borst et al. 
does disclose a differentiator and comparator control circuit for the monitoring of 
elapsed time. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to use an integrator circuit in place of a differentiator and 
comparator, since both monitor elapsed time, and are art recognized equivalents. (See 
Kassatly, which is relied on only to the extent that it shows integrators and 
differentiators to be interchangeable at will: "differentiator 323 could be replaced by an 
integrator." shows that they are recognized equivalents.) 

30. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Van Der 
Borst et al. in view of Dekker (EP 0 652 087 A1 , cited by applicant). 

Van Der Borst et al. discloses every aspect of the invention except the limitation 
that the speed of the blade is between 20 and 60 meters per minute. 
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Dekker discloses a blade speed for a cutter as between 0.4 and 1 .2 m/s which is 
known to be between 24 and 72 meters per minute: this overlaps the claimed range of 
between 20 and 60 m/m. Where the claimed range overlaps or lies within a prior art 
reference a prima facie case of obviousness exists. See In re Wertheim, 541 F.2d 257, 
191 USPQ90(CCPA 1976). 

In the same field of invention it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art 
at the time of the invention to modify Van Der Borst et al. by limiting the range to 
between 20 and 60 m/min. as taught by Dekker. The motivation to combine is that this 
range is determined to "improve the shaving performance" (see Dekker Abstract). 

Conclusion 

31 . The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicants disclosure. Rose, Jr.; Braun; Lang et al.; Momose. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Sean M. Michalski whose telephone number is 571- 
272-6752. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 7:30AM - 3:30PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Boyer Ashley can be reached on 571-272-4502. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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